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The amounts involved in causes of action which cannot properly be joined in one action 
cannot be aggregated for the purpose of determining the court's jurisdiction, but causes of 
action properly joined can be aggregated. 


When claims are properly consolidated or joined, the amount in controversy is the aggregate 


amount of all of the causes of action properly j oined.! The test is whether the demands from their 
nature or character are joint or composite, or are in some way related to each other, or arise out of 


the same transaction, circumstance, or occurrence.” An identifying characteristic of a common and 
undivided interest that may be aggregated for jurisdictional purposes is that if one plaintiff cannot 


or does not collect that plaintiff's share, the shares of the remaining plaintiffs are increased. If 
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one plaintiff asserts multiple claims against one defendant, the amounts of each separate claim are 


aggregated to determine the amount in controversy for jurisdictional purposes.“ 


In contrast, claims cannot be aggregated to confer jurisdiction if they are separate and distinct,’ 


or cannot be joined,° as when the claims are not related to one another or do not arise from 
the same transaction or circumstances or occurrence, such as separate, unrelated, distinct, and 
wholly independent demands on promissory notes given for wholly unrelated and separate items 
of indebtedness, with nothing in the notes or in the pleadings to show a composite or other relation 


between the notes given at different times.’ In a suit is brought against several defendants, asserting 
claims against each of them which are separate and distinct, the test of jurisdiction is the amount 


of each claim and not their ageregate.® 
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